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Abstract: Aphids (Hemiptera: Aphididae) cause significant damage and transmit viruses to various
crop plants. We aimed to evaluate how the infectious status of aphids influences their interaction with
potential hosts. Two aphid (Myzus persicae and Rhopalosiphum padi) and plant (Nicotiana tabacum and
Triticum aestivum) species were used. The preferences of aphids towards healthy, virus-infected (Potato
Leafroll Virus (PLRV) and Barley Yellow Dwarf virus (BYDV)), and endophytic entomopathogenic fungi
(EEPF)-inoculated (Beauveria bassiana and Metarhizium acridum) plants were investigated in dual-choice
tests. The headspace volatiles of the different plant modalities were also sampled and analyzed.
Viruliferous and non-viruliferous aphids were more attracted to EEPF-inoculated plants compared
to uninoculated plants. However, viruliferous aphids were more attracted to EEPF-inoculated
plants compared to virus-infected plants, while non-viruliferous insects exhibited no preference.
Fungal-inoculated plants released higher amounts of aldehydes (i.e., heptanal, octanal, nonanal
and decanal) compared to other plants, which might explain why viruliferous and non-viruliferous
aphids were more abundant in EEPF-inoculated plants. Our study provides an interesting research
perspective on how EEPF are involved in behavior of virus vector, depending on the infectious status
of the latter.
Keywords: biological control; insect–plant–microbe interactions; multitrophic interactions;
aphid-borne virus pathosystem; host-finding behavior; endophytic fungus; plant volatile
organic compound
1. Introduction
Aphids are herbivorous, sap-feeding insects that are regarded as crop pests in agricultural and
horticultural production systems globally [1]. Aphids contribute major economic losses by causing
significant damage to plants and transmitting viruses [1]. More than half of all insect-vectored plant
viruses are transmitted by aphids by non-persistent, semi-persistent, or persistent modes [2,3]. The
host-finding behavior of aphids is specific, and largely explains their role as important vectors of plant
viruses. This behavior is mediated, in most cases, by volatile organic compounds (VOCs) that are
continuously released by plants [4–7]. For example, a synthetic blend of 11 VOCs, at concentrations
and ratios designed to mimic potato plants, induced a similar behavioral response to Myzus persicae
(Sulzer), as a natural plant on the olfactometer [8].
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Persistently transmitted viruses induce changes in the volatile blends emitted by the plants that
they infect, leading to the attraction of virus-free aphids, which enhances propagation [9–11]. In contrast,
insects carrying plant viruses are sensitive to the volatilome of healthy plants, and preferentially
feed on them [10,12–16]. Thus, the behavior of sap-feeding insects likely differs in relation to their
infectious status.
Entomopathogenic fungi (EPF) are biological control agents used against sap-feeding insect pests,
such as aphids [17,18]. However, some EPF strains are able to colonize plant tissue [19–25]. Several
teams of scientists have already investigated the impact of these endophytic entomopathogenic fungi
(EEPF) on the biology and physiology of colonized plants, to describe the relationship between plant
pathogens and insect pests, with a primary focus on aphids [26–31]. The elevated biosynthesis of toxic
secondary metabolites in plant tissues [28,32–34], change to nutritional quality [35,36] and stimulation
of the immune system have been reported [29,37]. These parameters promote the defense ability of
host plants, thus improving fitness [38]. The volatilome of colonized plants is also impacted by the
presence of EEPF [27,35,39–41].
Some biocontrol agents (such as macroorganisms) and semiochemicals (such as alarm pheromones)
that are used to control aphids enhance the spread of viruses [42–44]. Thus, it is important to understand
the relationship between an EEPF-inoculated plant and an aphid when carrying and not carrying
viruses. Such knowledge would make it possible to establish a link between the presence of EEPF in
plant tissues and the behavior of a virus vector likely to spread a given virus. This information could
potentially be useful for aphid/virus management.
We carried out a comprehensive study using different types of insect–plant–microbe interactions.
Under the context of plant virus transmission, we hypothesized that viruliferous aphids behave
differently to non-viruliferous aphids towards healthy, virus infected, and EEPF-inoculated plants. To
verify these hypotheses, we investigated how the presence of Beauveria bassiana (Vuill.) and Metarhizium
acridum (Humber) in host plant tissues affected aphid preference compared to healthy and virus-infected
plants. We then sampled and analyzed headspace volatiles to determine whether they explained aphid
behavior based on the different plant modalities. Two insect–plant–virus systems were investigated.
First, the Myzus–Tobacco–Potato Leafroll Virus (PLRV) (MTP) system: tobacco (Nicotiana tabacum L.) is
one of the host plants of the Potato Leafroll Virus (PLRV, Family Luteoviridae, Genus Polerovirus), which is
principally transmitted by M. persicae (Hemiptera: Aphididae) in a persistent manner [45]. Second, the
Rhopalosiphum–Wheat–Barley Yellow Dwarf Virus (BYDV) (RWB) system: wheat (Triticum aestivum L.)
is often infected by the Barley Yellow Dwarf Virus (BYDV, Family Luteoviridae, Genus Luteovirus), which
is transmitted efficiently by R. padi (Hemiptera: Aphididae) in a persistent manner [10].
2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Plant Cultures
All tobacco (cv. Xanthii) and wheat (cv. Johnson) seeds were sown in autoclaved potting soil.
Tobacco seedlings were individually transplanted at the three-leaf stage to pots (7 × 7 × 7 cm). Wheat
seedlings were separately transplanted at the two-leaf stage to straight sample containers (VWR; 70 mm
height; 33 mm diameter; 60 mL capacity; custom-drilled with a hole 2 mm in diameter). The seedlings
were then kept in a climate chamber at 22 ± 1 ◦C, 70 ± 10% relative humidity (RH) and 16:8 h (light:
dark) photoperiod. Tobacco and wheat plants were used for the insects to multiply on, and to perform
the behavioral and volatilome analyses.
2.2. Virus and EEPF Cultures
PLRV was provided by the Leibniz Institute DSMZ (Braunschweig, Germany) on a PLRV-infected
Physalis floridana Rydb. (Solanales: Solanaceae) plant. BYDV-PAV was acquired by the Functional and
Evolutionary Entomology Laboratory at Gembloux Agro-Biotech from infected wheat plants. Both
virus strains were propagated by allowing M. persicae and R. padi individuals to feed on the PLRV-
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and BYDV-infected plants, after which they were transferred to healthy tobacco and wheat plants,
respectively. Virus stock cultures were further maintained via insect transmission every 2–3 weeks,
and newly infected seedlings were kept separately in net cages under the same conditions.
Two entomopathogenic fungi were used: (1) Beauveria bassiana ((Balsamo-Crivelli) Vuillemin)
strain GHA isolated from the commercial product Botanigard® (Certis Europe, Bruxelles, Belgium)
and (2) Metarhizium acridum ((Driver & Milner) JF Bischoff, Rehner & Humber) strain IMI330189
isolated from Green Muscle® biopesticide [46], obtained from Reproductive Biology, Science and
Technology Faculty, University Cheikh Anta Diop, Dakar, Senegal. For each product, wettable powder
was dissolved in a 0.01% Tween® 80 solution in distilled water. Thirty-five microliters of suspension
were transferred to Potato Dextrose Agar (PDA: Sigma-Aldrich, St Louis, MO, USA) supplemented
with chloramphenicol (0.05 g·L−1), and maintained in darkness in an incubator at 25 ± 1 ◦C for 3 weeks.
Spores were collected by scraping the agar surface with a sterile L-shaped spreader (VWR, Radnor, PA,
USA), and were suspended in a 0.01% Tween® 80 solution. The concentration was adjusted to 108
spores·mL−1 using a Neubauer hemocytometer cell [47]. The ready-to-use suspensions were stored at
−20 ◦C and were used within 48 h.
2.3. Insect Rearing
Myzus persicae strain MpCh4 and R. padi strain Xu were reared in net cages on tobacco and wheat
plants, respectively, and were kept in a climate chamber at 22 ± 1 ◦C, 70 ± 10% RH and 16:8 h (light:
dark) photoperiod. Wheat and tobacco plants at the three-leaf stage were provided every 2 and 3
weeks, respectively.
Non-viruliferous (I-) and viruliferous (I+) aphids were obtained by placing 40 to 50 adults on
healthy plants (HP) and virus-infected plants (either with PLRV (VP-1) or BYDV (VP-2)), respectively.
Adult aphids were allowed to reproduce for 24 h, and were then eliminated. Nymphs were maintained
until adults emerged (within about 1 week).
2.4. EEPF-Inoculated and Virus-Infected Plants
Tobacco and wheat plants were treated 7 days before use by spraying their leaves using a cosmetic
sprayer from Sinide Plastic Spray Bottles (30 mL) with fine mist (0.35 mm nozzle diameter). Two
milliliters of 108 spore·mL−1 suspension of either B. bassiana (BP) or M. acridum (MP) were used
per plant. Healthy plants (HP) and virus-infected plants (VP-1 and VP-2) were sham-inoculated by
spraying them with distilled water containing 0.01% Tween® 80. The successful colonization of plant
tissue by inoculated EEPF was systematically evaluated after completing each experiment. All leaves
that were used in the preference tests were investigated. For plants that were used for VOC collection,
once the experiment was completed, the whole upper part of each plant was collected (including stems
for tobacco). In every case, samples were rinsed in tap water and treated under sterile conditions based
on the method used by Rondot et al. [48]. Samples were surface sterilized separately by soaking them in
0.5% active chlorine (NaOCl) containing 0.01% Tween® 80 for 2 min, followed by 70% ethanol (EtOH)
for 2 min. They were then rinsed three times with sterile distilled water and placed on autoclaved filter
paper to dry off. About three 1.5 cm2 pieces of each leaf were used in the preference tests. Nine pieces
of tissue (including two pieces of basal, central, and apical leaves and three pieces of a 1 mm thick
cross-sections of tobacco stem that was replaced by an additional leaf for wheat) were collected from
plants for use in VOC collection. The pieces from the same plant were grouped together and were first
pressed on sterile PDA culture medium in Petri dishes to determine whether any spores were present
on their surface. The pieces were then placed on a new culture medium to incubate. The disinfection
process was also evaluated by plating three replicates of 100 µL of the last rinse water on three different
PDA media. Afterwards, all plates were sealed and placed in darkness in an incubator at 25 ± 1 ◦C.
Ten days later, fungal colonies growing from internal plant tissues were visually examined according
to their characteristics: “white dense mycelia, becoming creamy at the edge” for B. bassiana [49] and
“conidial mass dark yellow-green” for M. acridum [50]. When one tissue from a single leaf showed
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fungal growth, the whole leaf was classified as being endophytically colonized [48]. The results of
the preference tests were only validated for endophytically colonized leaves. Plants used for VOC
sampling were classified as being endophytically colonized when fungal growth was observed on at
least five out of the nine tested tissues. No fungal growth was recorded in any of the rinsed water
samples or on the culture media on which plant tissue imprints were marked.
Five days after seedlings were transplanted, five individuals of M. persicae or R. padi from VP-1 or
VP-2 that were 5 days old were confined in a clip cage [51] on the bottom of a single leaf of each tested
plant for virus inoculation. The Inoculation Access Period (IAP) lasted 4 days for M. persicae on tobacco
and 5 days for R. padi on wheat [52,53]. Afterwards, insects were removed from the plants with a brush.
To exclude any bias related to the virus inoculation on different plant groups, healthy plants for further
fungal inoculation and control plants were infested by five non-viruliferous insects. Incubation time
lasted 14 days for PLRV on tobacco and 21 days for BYDV-PAV on wheat [52,53]. Virus inoculation was
assessed before the preference tests by enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay (ELISA). Two kits were
used following the manufacturer’s instructions: Double Antibody Sandwish ELISA (DAS-ELISA) for
PLRV on tobacco using a DSMZ kit and Triple Antibody Sandwich ELISA (TAS-ELISA) for BYDV-PAV
on wheat using an Agdia kit (Agdia Inc., Elkhart, IN, USA). Samples were collected from the first fully
expanded leaf on each plant. A plant was considered as infected if the optical density was at least
twice that of the negative control. Only plants that were effectively infected were used.
2.5. Design of the Preference Bioassay
Dual-choice tests were implemented for both the MTP and RWB models. The experimental
setup was based on the aphid dual-choice arena presented by dos Santos et al. [14], and was adapted
according to our plant models (Figure 1). Petri dishes of 9 cm in diameter were used in every case.
For the MTP model (Figure 1A), two leaf discs (1.5 cm in diameter) were randomly sampled from the
tested plants, and were kept for 10 min in the dark in a box lined with wet filter paper, to allow volatile
emissions to be reduced due to injury [54]. The leaf discs were then placed in a dish 4.5 cm apart from
each other. Three leaf discs were sampled from three different leaves of a single plant. Leaf discs were
renewed for each replicated test. For the RWB model (Figure 1B), two pairs of 1.2 cm oval holes were
pierced in the dish; 4.5 cm was left between the holes of one pair, and 5.5 cm was left between each
pair of holes. One leaf from each tested plant was carefully introduced to the dish from the first hole,
and then exited from the second hole on the same side, providing approximately 2 cm2 surface area
available to insects. Two leaves were used for each plant.
All of the experiments were conducted under uniform lightening from 16-W cool white fluorescent
lights in a climatic room at 22 ± 1 ◦C and 70% RH. Twenty newly molted adults were released in the
center of the arena, which was immediately closed, using the cap of a 1.5 mL Eppendorf tube (VWR,
Radnor, PA, USA). The number of aphids on the leaves or leaf discs was recorded 60 min later.
Choice tests were first implemented with only healthy plants (HP) to check for bias in the
experimental setup. Pairwise comparisons were subsequently performed among HP, virus-infected
plants (VP-1 or VP-2), and plants inoculated with either B. bassiana (BP) or M. acridum (MP). For each
combination, the insects used were either viruliferous or non-viruliferous. For the RWB model, the
experiments were also performed with winged and wingless individuals. It was not possible to use
winged and wingless individuals for the MTP model, because too few winged individuals emerged on
tobacco. Each pairwise comparison between plants was repeated 15–26 and 13–17 times for the MTP
and RWB models, respectively.
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2.6. VOC Sampling and Analysis
Headspac volatiles from the upper parts of seedlings were collected using a dynamic “push–pull”
ump system (Benchtop system: CASS6–MVAS6; Volatile Assay Systems®, Rensselaer, New York, NY,
USA). Each plant treatment was sampled (i.e., HP, VP, BP, a d MP) with one blank (pot containing
substrat ) for each sampling session. S ortly after the sampling perio , erial pl nt parts were directly
excis eighted to calculate the amount of each VOC nder th different plant mod ities. After
each sampling event, EEPF colonizati was v rified. Based on th plant model, two different sampling
and analysis methods were implemented for VOCs.
Tobacco model: Four weeks after transplanting (four-fully expanded leaf stage), VOC sampling
from tobacco plants was carried out using the dome and guillotine system, as described by
Verheggen et al. [55]. In brief, the aerial part of an individual potted plant was covered by a glass
dome (15 cm base-diameter, 15 cm height) placed over a Teflon (Chemours, Wilmington, Delaware)
guillotine. All equipment was rinsed using n-hexane >99% (Sigma-Aldrich, St Louis, MO, USA) before
each sampling event. The system was set at a constant flow of 350 cc input and 250 cc output. VOCs
were trapped for 24 h in a cartridge composed of a thermal desorption tube containing 60 mg Tenax
TA®. The cartridge was first conditioned at 300 ◦C for 11 h in a thermal conditioner (TC2, Gertsel,
Mülheim an der Ruhr, Germany), and was then placed in one of the air pulling outlets from the dome
base. After headspace sampling volatile, all cartridges were stored in a fridge at 4 ◦C for about 1 week
before chromatographic analysis.
Before the analysis of volatiles by GC-MS, 42.5 ng n-butylbenzene (82 ng·µL−1) was spiked on
each tube. The volatiles were then thermally desorbed using an automatic Thermal Desorber Unit
(TD30R, Shimadzu, Kyoto, Japan) set at 280 ◦C for 8 min. A split ratio of three was used during the
injection. Helium was used as the gas carrier with a flow of 1 mL.min−1. The cool trap was set at –30 ◦C.
Before injection, the trap was desorbed at 280 ◦C for 5 min. Samples were then injected into a capillary
column (5% phenyl methyl; maximum temperature: 325 ◦C; length: 30 m; diameter: 250 µm; thickness:
0.25 µm). The temperature program started at 30 ◦C for 5 min, was then increased by 5 ◦C·min−1
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up to 220 ◦C, and was finally increased by 20 ◦C.min−1 to reach 300 ◦C. Compounds were identified
by comparing their mass spectra with those of the NIST17 database using GCMS Postrun software
(GCMSsolution v. 4.50, Shimadzu, Kyoto, Japan).
Wheat model: The pots that contained 35 wheat seedlings at the Z16 stage [56] (37 days after sowing)
were separately sealed in 4-L glass chambers. The pot was completely wrapped with aluminum foil,
to avoid any contamination. The air was cleaned by an activated charcoal filter, and was blown into
the glass chamber using a vacuum pump with a constant flow of 650 cc·min−1 for 24 h. The Teflon
pipe circuit passed through a sampling cartridge (40 mg HayeSep Q, 80/100 mesh; Supelco, Bellefonte,
PA, USA) that was placed at the exit of the glass chamber to trap the headspace volatile compounds
released by plants. The cartridges were previously cleaned twice by injecting 150 µL n-hexane. The
VOCs were eluted to a vial using 200 µL n-hexane. Eighty-six nanograms of n-butylbenzen diluted
in n-hexane were added to each sample as an internal standard (IS). Each time, 150 µL n-hexane
with 15 µL SI was sampled as a blank. Then, all vials were kept in the freezer at −80 ◦C before the
chromatographic analysis.
Volatile analysis was performed by Gas Chromatography (model 6890) coupled with a Mass
Spectrometer system (model 5973) (GC-MS; Agilent Technologies Inc., Santa Clara, CA, USA). An
aliquot (1 µL) of each sample was injected in spitless mode. The same column as previously described
was used. The temperature program started at 40 ◦C for 2 min, then increased successively to three
following gaps: (1) 4 ◦C·min−1 up to 90 ◦C; (2) 6 ◦C·min−1 up to 155 ◦C for 10 min, and finally (3) 25 ◦C
up to 280 ◦C for 5 min. Compounds were identified by comparing their mass spectra with those of
the Wiley 275, and pal 600k databases, using Qualitative analysis navigator (v. B.08.00, MassHunter
Workstation Software, Agilent Technologies Inc., Santa Clara, CA, USA).
In each case, a series of n-Alkanes (C7-C30) was injected at the same time to confirm the
identification of the library by calculating the retention index (RI). Ri was compared to the theoretical
RI from online databases, including PubChem [57], PheroBase [58], and NIST (National Institute of
Standards and Technology) [59].
2.7. Statistical Analyses
We performed a generalized linear model with a Poisson distribution to test insect preference
between treatments, which were pairwise compared: (i) HP, (ii) virus infected plants (VP-1 and VP-2),
and (iii) EEPF-inoculated plants (BP and MP). The preference of viruliferous (I+) and non-viruliferous
(I-) insects was evaluated based by the number of individuals found on the leaves of the tested
plants after 60 min. Factors included plant treatment, the virus infectious status of the insect, and the
morphology of the insect (for the RWB model only). This analysis was completed in R version 3.6.1 (R
Core Team, 2019).
Volatile profiles from the plant treatments were compared using a permutational multivariate
analysis of variance (perMANOVA) with an Euclidian distance matrix and 999 permutations in the
R-package “vegan” [60]. Beforehand, the “betadisper” function was used to check the homoscedasticity.
Pairwise comparisons were performed when significant differences were detected. The p-values were
adjusted using Bonferroni’s method, to avoid type I errors due to multiple analyses. To visualize
the spatial distribution of the volatiles collected on different plant treatments, a principal component
analysis (PCA) was performed, and plots were generated using the R packages FactoMineR [61] and
factoextra [62]. One-way ANOVA was then used to highlight compounds that were impacted in each
plant modality. The average amounts of VOCs collected in each plant modality was compared after
checking the normality and homogeneity of variance. Tukey’s pairwise comparisons were computed
when significant differences were obtained. Statistical analyses were completed using Minitab software
v. 18.1 (Minitab Inc., State College, PA, USA).
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3. Results
3.1. Aphid Preference
No bias was observed in the preliminary test. The theoretical insect distribution of 50% for each
tested plant was observed, regardless of the status of insect infection (Supplementary Figure S1).
Healthy versus virus-infected plants: Assays performed between healthy and virus-infected plants
(Figure 2) showed a cross-preference depending on the infectious state of insects. Regardless of
the insect–plant–virus model, wingless and winged I+ preferred HP, while I- mostly migrated to
virus-infected plants. Morphology had no impact on insect preference for the RWB model.
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responding (purple) versus non-responding individuals (orange). n: number of replicates; *, **, *** and
NS for p ≤ 0.05, p ≤ 0.01, p ≤ 0.001 and not significant at α = 0.05, respectively.
EEPF-inoculated versus virus-infected plants: Regardless of EEPF strain and the aphid-virus-plant
model, viruliferous insects were significantly attracted to EEPF-inoculated plants, while there was no
significant difference for non-viruliferous insects (Figure 4). Winged and wingless R. padi showed no
significant difference in preference between virus-infected and EEPF-inoculated plants.
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3.2. Organic Compounds of Volatiles
A total of 22 and 18 compounds, grouped into 11 chemical families, were identified from the
various tobacco and wheat plant treatments, respectively (Table S1). The most abundant compounds
were aldehydes (34.22% and 43.76% for tobacco and wheat, respectively), followed successively by
terpenes (21.96%), ethers (13.50%), hydrocarbons (12.76%), and ketones (8.07%) for tobacco and by
hydrocarbons (18.57%), alcohols (17.98%), and ketones (13.30%) for wheat.
The first two main components of the PCA (PC1 and PC2) represented 50.3% and 64.6% variation
in tobacco and wheat, respectively. PCA distinguished clear clusters between treatments (Figure 5).
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In tobacco, PC1 was mainly correlated to compounds that were specifically associated with VP-1,
including hydrocarbons (hexadecane and eicosane), ketone (2-pentadecanone,-6,10,14-trimethyl),
diol (4,8,13-duvatriene-1,3-diol) and acetate (3-isopropenyl-2-methylcyclohexyl-acetate). Alcohols
(tridecan-1-ol and thunbergol) were also identified on MP. PC2 was correlated to neophytadiene
and octadecanal, which were more abundant in HP, and to a group of VOCs associated with BP,
including heptanal, nonanal, solanone, and solavetivone. In wheat, PC1 was strongly correlated
to glycerol triacetate (triacetin), 2-hydroxydodecanoic acid, 2-propanol-1-chloro-phosphate-(3:1),
bis(1-chloro-2-propyl) (3-chloro-1-propyl) phosphate, and hexadecan-1-ol. Most MPs significantly
contributed to this axis, except for one primarily composed of decanal and hexadecane. PC2 was
mainly correlated to aldehydes (heptanal, octanal, nonanal), ketones (β-Ionone, dihydroactinidolide),
and nonadecane (hydocarbon) associated with BP.
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perMANOVA showed volatile profiles differed significantly between treatments, regardless of
plant model (F3,19 = 7.26, p < 0.001 and F3,19 = 12.88, p < 0.001 for tobacco and wheat, respectively).
In tobacco, pairwise comparisons confirmed the difference between HP versus the remaining three
conditions (see Suppleme tary Table S2 for more etails). A marginal difference was observed between
MP and VP-1 (p = 0.06). In wheat, except for HP versus MP (p = 0.078) and HP v rsus VP-2 (p = 0.108),
all treatment were ig ificantly different.
4. Discussion
Choice tests highlighted contrasting behavioral patterns in host-seeking aphids with respect to
their infectious status (I+ or I-) in response to different plant modalities (HPs, VPs and EEPF-inoculated).
First, the infectious status of aphids clearly influenced their relationship with virus-infected plants:
I+ individuals preferred HPs to VPs, while I- individuals preferred VPs to HPs. This finding was
consistent with the scientific literature, as it is well-known that insect-borne viruses manipulate their
vector [11,13,14,63–66]. The “Vector Manipulation Hypothesis” is commonly applied to persistently
transmitted viruses [67], such as PLRV and BYDV. This hypothesis suggests that the virus influences
its vector to move away from already-infected plants, inducing it to spread and feed on new hosts [67].
For instance, Ingwell et al. (2012) demonstrated that virus-free R. padi preferred BYDV-infected plants;
however, after it acquired BYDV during in vitro feeding, it preferred healthy plants [10]. Similar results
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were obtained by Rajabaskar et al. (2013) with M. persicae and PLRV [11]. Furthermore, EEPF-inoculated
plants were more attractive to aphids compared to HPs. This finding was similar to that of Aragon
(2016), in which M. persicae was attracted to tomato plants inoculated with B. bassiana in a multi-choice
test [38]. However, the current study is the first to demonstrate that, unlike virus-infected plants, the
infectious status of insect vectors does not interfere with their host-seeking behavior in response to
EEPF-colonised plants. Interestingly, choice tests performed between virus-infected (both VP-1 and
VP-2) and EEPF-inoculated plants showed that most I+ preferred EEPF-inoculated plants, whereas
I- exhibited no preference, irrespective of the insect-plant model and microbe strain. This finding
was consistent with two previous observations in that: (1) I+ individuals were more attracted to
EEPF-inoculated plants, due to the concurrent absence of the virus and presence of endophytes in
the latter; and (2) I- individuals had no preference, because both tested modalities previously proved
to be attractive to them. Thus, EEPF- and virus-inoculated plants are considered to be of equivalent
quality to aphids. Finally, winged R. padi showed a similar behavioral pattern to their wingless
counterparts. Thus, variation to morphology had no significant influence on their choice. It was
not possible to evaluate the effect of morphology on the preference of M. persicae, due to the lack of
winged forms. This could be caused by the fact that the insect clone used in this study (MpCh4) was a
non-tobacco-specialist [68].
How these differences in behavior were mediated remains an open question. Insect-borne
viruses appear to regulate the ability of their vectors to locate a host plant by stimulating their
olfactory system [69]. Thus, plant volatiles might have significantly influenced our experimental
setup. Consequently, the behavioral tests indicated that: (1) the headspace volatiles from HPs acted
as a baseline towards which the aphids (whatever their infectious status) were tuned into by default;
(2) some featured compounds (or a specific combination of these) that were emitted on infection in
VPs had a contrasting effect (repellent to I+, attractive to I-); and (3) EEPF-inoculated plants emitted
active compounds that were different to VPs, because both I+ and I- aphids were attracted to them.
Interestingly, the headspace volatiles collected from the different plant modalities were qualitatively
and quantitatively different. In particular, aldehydes (including heptanal, octanal, nonanal, and
decanal) were more abundant in EEPF-inoculated plants, regardless of strain. These compounds are
attractive to aphids, including M. persicae and R. padi [70,71]. Further experiments are required to screen
for and accurately validate candidate active compounds that form part of the olfactory signature of
each tested modality. Such experiments would include electrophysiological recordings at the antennal
level and choice tests with collected or synthetic volatiles.
A major perspective of this study is to investigate whether aphid preferences alter the efficiency
of virus transmission in different systems. The fact that for instance aphids were attracted to
EEPF-colonized plants does not seem beneficial to the host, potentially decreasing fitness and increasing
the spread of virus. Investigating the settlement behavior of sap-feeding insects and transmission
dynamics on different plant modalities might help to evaluate the potential benefits conferred by
endophytes. The most recent reports by González-Mas et al. (2018 and 2019a) showed that, by
colonizing melons, B. bassiana altered the feeding behavior of Aphis gossypii (Glover) and significantly
reduced inoculation rates by 21.9 and 24.4% for Cucumber mosaic virus and Cucurbit aphid-borne yellow
virus, respectively [27,72]. Furthermore, the influence of aphid preferences on their life history and
population dynamics, as well as those of their natural enemies, requires investigation. Many studies
have already reported the impact of EEPF plant colonization in this regard [26,30,31,39,41,73]. In a
multitrophic context, R. padi carrying BYDV was more likely to be parasitized by Aphidius colemani
(Viereck) compared to virus-free individuals [74]. González-Mas et al. (2019b) reported that A.
gossypii reared on B. bassiana inoculated plants were preferentially consumed by their natural enemy
Chrysoperla carnea (Stephens) over those reared on uninoculated plants [75]. Commercial fungal
strains, such as those used in the current study, are commonly used in inundative treatments via
foliar application [76–78]. Their role as endophytes remains poorly understood. Determining their
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influence on the aphid-borne virus pathosystem could be crucial for developing integrated pest
management strategies.
5. Conclusions
Our study confirmed that the infectious status of aphids influences their relationship with
virus-infected plants following the “Vector Manipulation Hypothesis”. This phenomenon was not
observed when virus-free plants were compared to EEPF-inoculated plants, especially viruliferous
and non-viruliferous aphids, which were both attracted to EEPF-inoculated plants. Thus, our study
is the first to demonstrate that the infectious status of insect vectors does not interfere with their
host-seeking behavior in response to EEPF-colonized plants. Moreover, non-viruliferous insects
showed no preference between virus-infected and EEPF-inoculated plants, possibly because both plant
modalities were qualitatively equivalent. Finally, volatilome analysis confirmed that the presence of
endophytic entomopathogenic fungi in leaf plant tissues altered the profile of volatiles emitted by
the latter. Our findings provide an interesting research perspective on how EEPF contribute to the
aphid-borne virus pathosystem.
Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at http://www.mdpi.com/2075-4450/11/7/435/s1,
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releasing 20 viruliferous (I+) or non-viruliferous (I-) insects, which were observed after 60 min. n: number of
replicates; NS = not significant at α = 0.05. Table S1. Headspace volatile compounds of tobacco and wheat (mean
± SEM) in nanograms per g fresh plant sampled over 24 h from healthy plants (HP), virus-infected plants (VP)
and endophytic entomopathogenic inoculated plants composed of Metharizium acridum inoculated plants (MP)
and Beauveria bassiana inoculated plants (BP). Values with different letters for each plant model in the same row
are significantly different to each other (p < 0.05). Table S2. Summary of pairwise comparisons of volatile profiles
between treatments for the tobacco and wheat models. HP: healthy plants, VP: virus-infected plants (composed of
tobacco infected by PLRV (VP-1) and wheat infected by BYDV(VP-2), MP: Metharizium acridum inoculated plants
(MP); BP: Beauveria bassiana inoculated plants. “*” and “ns” for p ≤ 0.05 and not significant at α = 0.05, respectively.
Author Contributions: Conceptualization, J.C.F.-M.; data curation, J.C.F.-M.; funding acquisition, F.F.;
methodology, C.M. and F.J.V.; supervision, F.F.; writing—original draft, J.C.F.-M.; writing—review & editing, C.M.,
T.B., F.J.V. and F.F. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.
Funding: This research received no external funding.
Acknowledgments: We are grateful to all those who contributed in any way to the completion of this study.
Those people are Halimatou Zibo Ousseini, Antoine Boullis, Emilie Bosquée, Chen Yu, Félicien Tosso Dji-ndé and
Papy Nsevolo Miankeba.
Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.
References
1. Llewellyn, K.S.; Loxdale, H.D.; Harrington, R.; Brookes, C.P.; Clark, S.J.; Sunnucks, P. Migration and genetic
structure of the grain aphid (Sitobion avenae) in Britain related to climate and clonal fluctuation as revealed
using microsatellites. Mol. Ecol. 2002, 12, 21–34. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Nault, L.R. Arthropod Transmission of Plant Viruses: A New Synthesis. Ann. Entomol. Soc. Am. 1997, 90,
521–541. [CrossRef]
3. Kamphuis, L.G.; Zulak, K.; Gao, L.-L.; Anderson, J.; Singh, K.B. Plant–aphid interactions with a focus on
legumes. Funct. Plant Biol. 2013, 40, 1271. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
4. Powell, G.; Tosh, C.R.; Hardie, J. Host plant selection by aphids: Behavioral, Evolutionary, and Applied
Perspectives. Annu. Rev. Entomol. 2006, 51, 309–330. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Lin, Y.; Hussain, M.; Avery, P.B.; Qasim, M.; Fang, D.; Wang, L. Volatiles from plants induced by multiple
aphid attacks promote conidial performance of Lecanicillium lecanii. PLoS ONE 2016, 11, e0151844. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
6. Boquel, S.; Giordanengo, P.; Ameline, A. Vector activity of three aphid species (Hemiptera: Aphididae)
modulated by host plant selection behaviour on potato (Solanales: Solanaceae). Ann. Soc. Entomol. Fr. 2014,
50, 141–148. [CrossRef]
7. Döring, T.F. How aphids find their host plants, and how they don’t. Ann. Appl. Biol. 2014, 165, 3–26.
[CrossRef]
Insects 2020, 11, 435 13 of 16
8. Ngumbi, E.; Eigenbrode, S.D.; Bosque-Pérez, N.A.; Ding, H.; Rodriguez, A. Myzus persicae is arrested more
by blends than by individual compounds elevated in headspace of plrv-infected potato. J. Chem. Ecol. 2007,
33, 1733–1747. [CrossRef]
9. He, X.; Xu, H.; Gao, G.; Zhou, X.; Zheng, X.; Sun, Y.; Yang, Y.; Tian, J.; Lu, Z. Virus-mediated chemical changes
in rice plants impact the relationship between non-vector planthopper Nilaparvata lugens Stål and its egg
parasitoid Anagrus nilaparvatae Pang et Wang. PLoS ONE 2014, 9, e105373. [CrossRef]
10. Ingwell, L.L.; Eigenbrode, S.D.; Bosque-Pérez, N.A. Plant viruses alter insect behavior to enhance their
spread. Sci. Rep. 2012, 2, 1–6. [CrossRef]
11. Rajabaskar, D.; Bosque-Pérez, N.A.; Eigenbrode, S.D. Preference by a virus vector for infected plants is
reversed after virus acquisition. Virus Res. 2014, 186, 32–37. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
12. de Oliveira, R.L.; Moscardini, V.F.; Gontijo, P.C.; Sâmia, R.R.; Marucci, R.C.; Budia, F.; Carvalho, G.A. Life
history parameters and feeding preference of the green lacewing Ceraeochrysa cubana fed with virus-free and
potato leafroll virus-infected Myzus persicae. BioControl 2016, 61, 671–679. [CrossRef]
13. Carmo-Sousa, M.; Moreno, A.; Plaza, M.; Garzo, E.; Fereres, A. Cucurbit aphid-borne yellows virus (CABYV)
modifies the alighting, settling and probing behaviour of its vector Aphis gossypii favouring its own spread.
Ann. Appl. Biol. 2016, 169, 284–297. [CrossRef]
14. dos Santos, R.C.; Peñaflor, M.F.G.V.; Sanches, P.A.; Nardi, C.; Bento, J.M.S. The effects of Gibberella zeae,
Barley Yellow Dwarf Virus, and co-infection on Rhopalosiphum padi olfactory preference and performance.
Phytoparasitica 2016, 44, 47–54. [CrossRef]
15. Calvo, D.; Fereres, A. The performance of an aphid parasitoid is negatively affected by the presence of a
circulative plant virus. BioControl 2011, 56, 747–757. [CrossRef]
16. Jahan, S.M.H.; Lee, G.-S.; Lee, S.; Lee, K.-Y. Acquisition of Tomato yellow leaf curl virus enhances attraction
of Bemisia tabaci to green light emitting diodes. J. Asia Pac. Entomol. 2014, 17, 79–82. [CrossRef]
17. Vu, V.H.; Hong, S., Il; Kim, K. Selection of entomopathogenic fungi for aphid control. J. Biosci. Bioeng. 2007,
104, 498–505. [CrossRef]
18. Seye, F.; Bawin, T.; Boukraa, S.; Zimmer, J.Y.; Ndiaye, M.; Delvigne, F.; Francis, F. Effect of entomopathogenic
Aspergillus strains against the pea aphid, Acyrthosiphon pisum (Hemiptera: Aphididae). Appl. Entomol. Zool.
2014, 49, 453–458. [CrossRef]
19. Elliot, S.L.; Sabelis, M.W.; Janssen, A.; Van der Geest, L.P.S.; Beerling, E.A.M.; Fransen, J. Can plants use
entomopathogens as bodyguards? Ecol. Lett. 2000, 3, 228–235. [CrossRef]
20. Vega, F.E.; Posada, F.; Catherine Aime, M.; Pava-Ripoll, M.; Infante, F.; Rehner, S.A. Entomopathogenic
fungal endophytes. Biol. Control 2008, 46, 72–82. [CrossRef]
21. Parsa, S.; Ortiz, V.; Vega, F.E. Establishing Fungal Entomopathogens as Endophytes: Towards Endophytic
Biological Control. J. Vis. Exp. 2013, e50360. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
22. Biswas, C.; Dey, P.; Satpathy, S.; Satya, P. Establishment of the fungal entomopathogen Beauveria bassiana as a
season long endophyte in jute (Corchorus olitorius) and its rapid detection using SCAR marker. BioControl
2012, 57, 565–571. [CrossRef]
23. Russo, M.L.; Pelizza, S.A.; Cabello, M.N.; Stenglein, S.A.; Scorsetti, A.C. Endophytic colonisation of tobacco,
corn, wheat and soybeans by the fungal entomopathogen Beauveria bassiana (Ascomycota, Hypocreales).
Biocontrol Sci. Technol. 2015, 25, 475–480. [CrossRef]
24. Behie, S.W.; Jones, S.J.; Bidochka, M.J. Plant tissue localization of the endophytic insect pathogenic fungi
Metarhizium and Beauveria. Fungal Ecol. 2015, 13, 112–119. [CrossRef]
25. McKinnon, A.C. Plant Tissue Preparation for the Detection of an Endophytic Fungus In Planta. In Methods in
Molecular Biology; Humana Press: New York, NY, USA, 2016; Volume 1477, pp. 167–173. [CrossRef]
26. Gurulingappa, P.; Sword, G.A.; Murdoch, G.; McGee, P.A. Colonization of crop plants by fungal
entomopathogens and their effects on two insect pests when in planta. Biol. Control 2010, 55, 34–41.
[CrossRef]
27. González-Mas, N.; Sánchez-Ortiz, A.; Valverde-García, P.; Quesada-Moraga, E. Effects of Endophytic
Entomopathogenic Ascomycetes on the Life-History Traits of Aphis gossypii Glover and Its Interactions
with Melon Plants. Insects 2019, 10, 165. [CrossRef]
28. Gurulingappa, P.; McGee, P.A.; Sword, G. Endophytic Lecanicillium lecanii and Beauveria bassiana reduce the
survival and fecundity of Aphis gossypii following contact with conidia and secondary metabolites. Crop Prot.
2011, 30, 349–353. [CrossRef]
Insects 2020, 11, 435 14 of 16
29. Clifton, E.H.; Jaronski, S.T.; Coates, B.S.; Hodgson, E.W.; Gassmann, A.J. Effects of endophytic
entomopathogenic fungi on soybean aphid and identification of Metarhizium isolates from agricultural fields.
PLoS ONE 2018, 13, e0194815. [CrossRef]
30. Jaber, L.R.; Araj, S.-E. Interactions among endophytic fungal entomopathogens (Ascomycota: Hypocreales),
the green peach aphid Myzus persicae Sulzer (Homoptera: Aphididae), and the aphid endoparasitoid Aphidius
colemani Viereck (Hymenoptera: Braconidae). Biol. Control 2018, 116, 53–61. [CrossRef]
31. Meister, B.; Krauss, J.; Härri, S.A.; Victoria Schneider, M.; Müller, C.B. Fungal endosymbionts affect aphid
population size by reduction of adult life span and fecundity. Basic Appl. Ecol. 2006, 7, 244–252. [CrossRef]
32. Chauzat, M.; Faucon, J. Pesticide residues in beeswax samples collected from honey bee colonies (Apis
mellifera L.) in France. Pest Manag. Sci. 2007, 1106, 1100–1106. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
33. Liu, B.; Tzeng, Y. Development and applications of destruxins: A review. Biotechnol. Adv. 2012, 30, 1242–1254.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
34. Jaber, L.R.; Ownley, B.H. Can we use entomopathogenic fungi as endophytes for dual biological control of
insect pests and plant pathogens? Biol. Control 2017, 107, 50–59. [CrossRef]
35. Thakur, A.; Kaur, S.; Kaur, A.; Singh, V. Enhanced Resistance to Spodoptera litura in Endophyte Infected
Cauliflower Plants. Environ. Entomol. 2013, 42, 240–246. [CrossRef]
36. Sánchez-Rodríguez, A.R.; Raya-Díaz, S.; Zamarreño, Á.M.; García-Mina, J.M.; del Campillo, M.C.;
Quesada-Moraga, E. An endophytic Beauveria bassiana strain increases spike production in bread and
durum wheat plants and effectively controls cotton leafworm (Spodoptera littoralis) larvae. Biol. Control 2018,
116, 90–102. [CrossRef]
37. Van Wees, S.C.; Van der Ent, S.; Pieterse, C.M. Plant immune responses triggered by beneficial microbes.
Curr. Opin. Plant Biol. 2008, 11, 443–448. [CrossRef]
38. Aragón, S.M. How Entomopathogenic Endophytic Fungi Modulate Plant-Insect Interactions;
Georg-August-University Goettingen: Göttingen, Germany, 2016.
39. Jaber, L.R.; Vidal, S. Fungal endophyte negative effects on herbivory are enhanced on intact plants and
maintained in a subsequent generation. Ecol. Entomol. 2010, 35, 25–36. [CrossRef]
40. Saikkonen, K.; Gundel, P.E.; Helander, M. Chemical Ecology Mediated by Fungal Endophytes in Grasses. J.
Chem. Ecol. 2013, 39, 962–968. [CrossRef]
41. Li, T.; Blande, J.D.; Gundel, P.E.; Helander, M.; Saikkonen, K. Epichloë Endophytes Alter Inducible Indirect
Defences in Host Grasses. PLoS ONE 2014, 9, e101331. [CrossRef]
42. Hodge, S.; Powell, G. Complex interactions between a plant pathogen and insect parasitoid via the shared
vector-host: Consequences for host plant infection. Oecologia 2008, 157, 387–397. [CrossRef]
43. Dáder, B.; Moreno, A.; Viñuela, E.; Fereres, A. Spatio-temporal dynamics of viruses are differentially affected
by parasitoids depending on the mode of transmission. Viruses 2012, 4, 3069–3089. [CrossRef]
44. Lin, F.-J.; Bosquée, E.; Liu, Y.-J.; Chen, J.-L.; Yong, L.; Francis, F. Impact of aphid alarm pheromone release
on virus transmission efficiency: When pest control strategy could induce higher virus dispersion. J. Virol.
Methods 2016, 235, 34–40. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
45. Woodford, J.A.T.; Jolly, C.A.; Aveyard, C.S. Biological factors influencing the transmission of potato leafroll
virus by different aphid species. Potato Res. 1995, 38, 133–141. [CrossRef]
46. LUBILOSA. Locust Control and the Making of “Green Muscle”. Available online: http://www.dropdata.org/
biopesticides/green_muscle.htm (accessed on 17 June 2020).
47. Inglis, G.D.; Enkerli, J.; Goettel, M.S. Laboratory Techniques Used for Entomopathogenic Fungi BT—Manual of
Techniques in Invertebrate Pathology, 2nd ed.; Elsevier Ltd.: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2012. [CrossRef]
48. Rondot, Y.; Reineke, A. Endophytic Beauveria bassiana in grapevine Vitis vinifera (L.) reduces infestation with
piercing-sucking insects. Biol. Control 2018, 116, 82–89. [CrossRef]
49. Humber, R.A. Fungi. In Manual of Techniques in Insect Pathology; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands,
1997; pp. 153–185. [CrossRef]
50. Driver, F.; Milner, R.J.; Trueman, J.W.H. A taxonomic revision of Metarhizium based on a phylogenetic analysis
of rDNA sequence data. Mycol. Res. 2000, 104, 134–150. [CrossRef]
51. Haas, J.; Lozano, E.R.; Poppy, G.M. A simple, light clip-cage for experiments with aphids. Agric. For. Entomol.
2018, 20, 589–592. [CrossRef]
52. Nisbet, A.J.; Woodford, J.A.; Strang, R.H.C. The effects of azadirachtin on the acquisition and inoculation of
potato leafroll virus by Myzus persicae. Crop Prot. 1996, 15, 9–14. [CrossRef]
Insects 2020, 11, 435 15 of 16
53. Sadeghi, E.; Dedryver, C.; Gauthier, J. Role of acquisition and inoculation time in the expression of clonal
variation for BYDV-PAV transmission in the aphid species Rhopalosiphum padi. Plant Pathol. 1997, 46, 502–508.
[CrossRef]
54. Portillo-Estrada, M.; Kazantsev, T.; Talts, E.; Tosens, T.; Niinemets, Ü. Emission Timetable and Quantitative
Patterns of Wound-Induced Volatiles Across Different Leaf Damage Treatments in Aspen (Populus Tremula).
J. Chem. Ecol. 2015, 41, 1105–1117. [CrossRef]
55. Verheggen, F.J.; Haubruge, E.; De Moraes, C.M.; Mescher, M.C. Aphid responses to volatile cues from turnip
plants (Brassica rapa) infested with phloem-feeding and chewing herbivores. Arthropod. Plant. Interact. 2013,
7, 567–577. [CrossRef]
56. Zadoks, J.C.; Chang, T.T.; Konzak, C.F. A decimal code for the growth stages of cereals. Weed Res. 1974, 14,
415–421. [CrossRef]
57. PubChem. Available online: https://pubchem.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/ (accessed on 2 March 2020).
58. The Pherobase: Database of Pheromones and Semiochemicals. Available online: https://www.pherobase.com/
(accessed on 2 March 2020).
59. NIST Chemistry WebBook, NIST Standard Reference Database Number 69; Linstrom, P.J.; Mallard, W.G. (Eds.)
National Institute of Standards and Technology: Gaithersburg, MD, USA, 2017.
60. Oksanen, J.; Kindt, R.; Legendre, P.; O’Hara, B.; Stevens, M.H.H.; Oksanen, M.J.; Suggests, M.A.S.S. The
vegan package. Community Ecol. Packag. 2007, 10, 631–637.
61. Lê, S.; Josse, J.; Husson, F. FactoMineR: An R Package for Multivariate Analysis. J. Stat. Softw. 2008, 25, 1–18.
[CrossRef]
62. Kassambara, A.; Mundt, F. Package ‘factoextra’: Extract and Visualize the Results of Multivariate Data
Analyse. Available online: http://www.sthda.com/english/rpkgs/factoextra (accessed on 2 March 2020).
63. Hodge, S.; Powell, G. Conditional Facilitation of an Aphid Vector, Acyrthosiphon pisum, by the Plant Pathogen,
Pea Enation Mosaic Virus. J. Insect Sci. 2010, 10, 155. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
64. Ren, G.W.; Wang, X.F.; Chen, D.; Wang, X.W.; Fan, X.J.; Liu, X.D. Potato virus Y-infected tobacco affects the
growth, reproduction, and feeding behavior of a vector aphid, Myzus persicae (Hemiptera: Aphididae). Appl.
Entomol. Zool. 2015, 50, 239–243. [CrossRef]
65. Ghosh, A.; Das, A.; Vijayanandraj, S.; Mandal, B. Cardamom Bushy Dwarf Virus Infection in Large Cardamom
Alters Plant Selection Preference, Life Stages, and Fecundity of Aphid Vector, Micromyzus kalimpongensis
(Hemiptera: Aphididae). Environ. Entomol. 2016, 45, 178–184. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
66. Congdon, B.S.; Coutts, B.A.; Renton, M.; Flematti, G.R.; Jones, R.A.C. Establishing alighting preferences and
species transmission differences for Pea seed-borne mosaic virus aphid vectors. Virus Res. 2017, 241, 145–155.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
67. Mauck, K.E.; De Moraes, C.M.; Mescher, M.C. Effects of pathogens on sensory-mediated interactions between
plants and insect vectors. Curr. Opin. Plant Biol. 2016, 32, 53–61. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
68. Nikolakakis, N.N.; Margaritopoulos, J.T.; Tsitsipis, J.A. Performance of Myzus persicae (Hemiptera: Aphididae)
clones on different host-plants and their host preference. Bull. Entomol. Res. 2003, 93, 235–242. [CrossRef]
69. Sharifi, R.; Lee, S.-M.; Ryu, C.-M. Microbe-induced plant volatiles. New Phytol. 2018, 220, 684–691. [CrossRef]
70. Quiroz, A.; Niemeyer, H.M. Olfactometer-assesed responses of aphid Rhopalosiphum padi to wheat and oat
volatiles. J. Chem. Ecol. 1998, 24, 113–124. [CrossRef]
71. Dheivasigamani, R.; Ding, H.; Food, U.S.; Eigenbrode, S.D. Behavioral Responses of Green Peach Aphid,
Myzus persicae (Sulzer), to the Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from Four Potato Varieties. Am. J.
Potato Res. 2013, 90, 171–178. [CrossRef]
72. González-Mas, N.; Quesada-Moraga, E.; Plaza, M.; Fereres, A.; Moreno, A. Changes in feeding behaviour
are not related to the reduction in the transmission rate of plant viruses by Aphis gossypii (Homoptera:
Aphididae) to melon plants colonized by Beauveria bassiana (Ascomycota: Hypocreales). Biol. Control 2019,
130, 95–103. [CrossRef]
73. Vidal, S.; Jaber, L.R. Entomopathogenic fungi as endophytes: Plant–endophyte–herbivore interactions and
prospects for use in biological control. Curr. Sci. 2015, 109, 46–54. [CrossRef]
74. de Oliveira, C.F.; Long, E.Y.; Finke, D.L. A negative effect of a pathogen on its vector? A plant pathogen
increases the vulnerability of its vector to attack by natural enemies. Oecologia 2014, 174, 1169–1177. [CrossRef]
Insects 2020, 11, 435 16 of 16
75. González-Mas, N.; Medina, M.C.; Sánchez, F.G.; Moraga, E.Q. Bottom—Up effects of endophytic Beauveria
bassiana on multitrophic interactions between the cotton aphid, Aphis gossypii, and its natural enemies in
melon. J. Pest Sci. 2019, 92, 1271–1281. [CrossRef]
76. Pedrini, N.; Crespo, R.; Juárez, M.P. Biochemistry of insect epicuticle degradation by entomopathogenic
fungi. Comp. Biochem. Physiol. C Toxicol. Pharmacol. 2007, 146, 124–137. [CrossRef]
77. Bawin, T.; Seye, F.; Boukraa, S.; Zimmer, J.-Y.; Delvigne, F.; Francis, F. La lutte contre les moustiques (Diptera:
Culicidae): Diversité des approches et application du contrôle biologique. Can. Entomol. 2015, 147, 476–500.
[CrossRef]
78. Jaronski, S.T.; Mascarin, G.M. Mass Production of Fungal Entomopathogens. In Microbial Control of Insect and
Mite Pests; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2017; pp. 141–155. [CrossRef]
© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
